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EXTENDING THE TIME WITHIN WHICH THE DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA AUDITORIUM COMMISSION MAY SUBMIT ITS REPORT AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE CIVIC AUDITORIUM 
TO BE CONSTRUCTED IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND 
PROVIDING THAT SUCH COMMISSION SHALL CONTINUE IN 
EXISTENCE UNTIL THE CONSTRUCTION OF SUCH AUDITORIUM 
HAS BEEN COMPLETED 





FEBRUARY 3 (legislative day, January 16), 1956.—Ordered to be printed 





Mr. Neszty, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany S. 3053) 


The Committee on the District of Columbia, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 3053) to extend the time within which the District of 
Columbia Auditorium Commission may stibmit its report and recom- 
mendations with respect to the civie auditorium to be constructed 
in the District. of Columbia, and to provide that such Commission 
shall continue in existence until the construction of such auditorium 
has been completed, after full consideration, report favorably thereon 
with an amendment, and recommend that the bill as amended do 


The amendment is as follows: 

Page 2, after line 15, insert a new section as follows: 

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 3 of such Act approved 
July 1, 1955, there are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the purposes of such Act. 

The purpose of this bill is to accomplish the following: 

(1) Extend the time within which the District. of Columbia Audi- 
torium Commission may submit its report and recommendations to 
the President and to the Congress with respect to the civic audi- 
torium to be constructed in the District of Columbia, from February 1 
to May 1, 1956. 

(2) To provide that the Commission shall continue in existence 
until the construction of the civic auditorium has been completed. 

_ (3) To change the designation from “civic auditorium” to “national 
civic auditorium,” 
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(4) To authorize the appropriation of such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of the act of July 1, 1955 (Public Law 128, 
84th Cong.), in addition to the $25,000 authorized by that act. 

Public Law 128, approved a, 1, 1955, established a commission 
known as the District of Columbia Auditorium Commission for the 
purpose of formulating plans for the design, location, financing, and 
construction in the District of Columbia of a civic auditorium, includ- 
ing an Inaugural Hall of Presidents and a music, fine arts, and mass 
communications center. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law in the bill, as reported, are 
shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in 
black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing law in which 
no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


Pusuic Law 128, 84rH Concress, Ist Session 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) there is hereby established a commission 
to be known as the “District of Columbia Auditorium Commission” (hereinafter 
referred to as the “Commission”) for the _— of formulating plans for the 
design, location, financing, and construction in the District of Columbia of a 
national civic auditorium, including an Inaugural Hall of Presidents and a music, 
fine arts, and mass communications center. 

(b) The Commission shall be composed of twenty-one members appointed 
as follows: 

(1) Seven persons appointed by the President of the United States; 

(2) Seven persons appointed by the President of the Senate; and 

o Seven persons appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

¢) The Commission shall— 

(1) consider a suitable site for the national civic auditorium referred to in 
subsection (a); 

(2) procure such plans and designs and make such surveys and estimates 
of the cost thereof as it deems advisable; 

(3) endeavor particularly to formulate a method of financing the project 
on a self-liquidating basis; [and] i 

C(A) make a report to the President and to the Congress, together with 
its recommendations, by February 1, 1956. 

(4) make a report to the President and to the Congress, together with its 
recommendations, by May 1, 1956; and 

(5) after the submission of its report and recommendations, continue in 
existence until the construction of the auditorium has been completed and render 
such assistance in the establishment thereof as it deems advisable. 

(d) The Commission is authorized to accept in its diseretion from any source, 
— or private, money and property to be used in carrying out its functions under 

is Act. 

(e) The Commission is authorized to avail itself of the assistance and advice 
of the Commission of Fine Arts, the National Capital Planning Commission, the 
National Capital Regional Planning Council, the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, the District of Columbia Recreation Board, and the District 
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency, witich shall upon request render such 
assistance and advice. 

Sec. 2. (a) The members of the Commission shall serve without compensa- 
tion; but travel, subsistence, and other poreseery. Stearate incurred by them in 
connection with the work of the Commission may be paid from any funds available 
for a by the Commission. 

(b) The on is authorized, within the limits of funds available to it, 
to employ and fix the compensation of such officers, experts, and other employees 
as may be p g to Oaet ONA its functions, and to make such other expenditures 
as it may deem advisable in carrying out its functions. 


Q. 
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DISPOSAL OF INSTITUTE, W. VA., RUBBER PLANT 
FEBRUARY 3 (legislative day, January 16), 1956.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Fuisricut, from the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
submitted the following 


ADVERSE REPORT 


together with the 
MINORITY VIEWS 


[To accompany S. Res. 197] 


The Committee on Banking and Currency, to whom was referred 
the resolution (S. Res. 197) to disapprove the recommendation of the 
Rubber Producing Facilities Disposal Commission for the sale of the 
synthetic rubber plant at Institute, W. Va. (Plancor No. 980), having 
considered the same, report unfavorably thereon and recommend that 
the resolution do not pass. 


PURPOSE OF RESOLUTION 


Public Law 336, 84th Congress, authorized the sale of the synthetic 
rubber plant at Institute, W. Va., by the Rubber Producing Facilities 
Disposal Commission (called the Commission in this report) created 
under Public Law 205, 83d Congress. The procedures and policies 
established by Public Law 336 were generally the same as those 
established by Public Law 205. Under Public Law 336, the Com- 
mission was required to report any recommended sale of the plant 
to the Congress, and the sale becomes final unless within 30 days 
from the filmg of the report either House should disapprove the sale 
by resolution. On January 12, 1956, the Commission filed its report, 
recommending sale of the plant to Goodrich-Gulf Chemicals, Inc., 
for $11 million, plus an estimated $333,000 for spare parts and equip- 
ment on hand in the plant. Senate Resolution 197 was introduced 
on January 26, 1956, and referred to this committee. 

If Senate Resolution 197 is adopted by the Senate, the proposed 
sale would be disapproved and the Institute plant would remain idle 
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in the hands of the Government. Your committee believes it is in the 
public interest to sell this plant to Goodrich-Gulf, and therefore urges 
that Senate Resolution 197 be defeated. 


THE INSTITUTE PLANT 


The Institute plant was built in 1942 to make GR-S (general pur- 
e synthetic rubber) at a cost of approximately $18,400,000. It was 
uilt as part of an overall facility, which included. butadiene (the 
principal ingredient of GR-S aaa styrene (an ingredient of GR-S) 
plants and a powerplant, all of which but the GR-S plant were sold 
to Union Carbide & Carbon Corp. in 1947. The plant itself has a 
rated ceai of 122,000 leng tons of GR-S a year, the largest of all 
the GR-S plants. By reason of its location, the plant has, when 
operated in the past, used butadiene made from alcohol, produced 
either at Institute or more recently at Louisville, Ky., instead of the 
cheaper pleum butadiene used by the GR-S plants on the gulf 
and the Pacific coast. Alcohol butadiene has been more expensive 
than petroleum butadiene, and for this reason the Institute plant 
has been considered a high-cost plant, though it has the advantage 
of being situated near the principal rubber fabricating area of the 
country, in Ohio and the Northeast. 

The plant is in good condition, but it is dependent for its power on 
the neighboring Union Carbide & Carbon plant, and it is not equipped 
to produce aaa rubber, or to operate on the more efficient continuous 
procem used in other GR-S plants. The cost of the alterations to 

ring the plant up to fully competitive status would be about $6 
million. The plant last operated in 1953. 

“No bids were received for the Institute plant during the disposal 
program under Public Law 205, and in accordance with that law the 
plant has been kept in standby, at a cost to the taxpayer of about 
$230,000 a year. 


SALE OF THE PLANT IS DESIRABLE 


If this sale is approved, the purchaser will promptly place it in 
operation. The additional capacity is needed by the rubber-consuming 
industries. 

World production of natural rubber, during the years 1950-54 has 

ranged from a high of 1,885,000 long tons to a low of 1,725,000 long 
tons, and about the same level of production has continued in 1955. 
The Commerce Department reports that ‘‘the outlook for the next 
few years is a gradually lessening world production of natural rubber.” 
The price of natural rubber has reflected this situation, in the face of 
rapidly rising demand for rubber. From prices of 20 cents a pound in 
February 1954, and 31 cents a pound in March 1955 (average New 
York t price, No. 1 Ribbed Smoked Sheet, by months) natural 
rubber has risen to around 50 cents in December 1955, and 1s now at 
or slightly below that price. 
Fhe production of synthetic rubber has been- pushed to capacity 
to fill the gap created by rapidly increasing demands, which natural 
rubber was failing to fill. "United States production of S-type rubber 
has increased as follows: 


Wh dndacskokanwkicee BOT BNO BOE inubbdtinn - ano cccscnage 474, 219 
aprinsa 669, 210 | 1955 (11 months)....-------- 716, 756 
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These varying production trends, together with the fact that the 
rice of synthetic rubber has remained substantially constant at a 

basis price of 23 cents a pound, while the price of natural rubber has 
risen sharply, have resulted in a substantial increase in the propor- 
tion of synthetic rubber used in industry. 

It may be noted that an increase in the supply of synthetic rubber, 
at 23 cents a pound, instead of natural rubber at a price of 40 to 50 
cents a pound, should result in substantial savings to the public. 

A second factor which makes the sale of the Institute plant desirable 
is that it would provide substantial employment in an area which has 
for long been suffering from chronic unemployment. Charleston 
(about 10 miles from Institute) has been classed by the Department 
of Labor for many years as a class IV-B area, meaning the highest 
level of unemployment. When the plant last operated, it employed 
about 670 persons, many in skilled positions, with a payroll of over 
$850,000. While the future operations may not call for precisely 
the same staff, these figures suggest that the sale should have very 
substantial benefits to the area. 

We have an excellent opportunity to make a real contribution to a 
distressed area. 

All these benefits can be obtained, at no cost to the taxpayer. In- 
stead, the taxpayer will benefit: 

(1) By ehminating the maintenance charges of $230,000 a year; 

(2) By providing additional employment and reducing un- 
employment benefits; 

(3) By the receipt of the sales price of $11 million plus some 
$333,000 for supplies and equipment at the plant; and 

(4) By the collection of income taxes, both corporate and in- 
dividual, on the profits of the plant and the salaries and wages of 
the employees. 


COMMITTEE VIEWS 


Public Law 336, and Public Law 205 which it amended, contained 
four major criteria for the sale: 

1. That the disposal plan will be consistent with the national 
security; 

2. That the disposal program will be designed best to afford 
small-business enterprises and users, other than the purchaser 
of a facility, the opportunity to obtain a fair share of the end 
products of the facilities sold and at fair prices; 

3. That full fair value for the facility or facilities will be re- 
ceived by the Government, taking into consideration the policy 
set forth in section 2 of the Disposal Act; and 

4. That the recommended sales will provide for the develop- 
ment of a free; competitive, synthetic rubber industry, and will 
not permit any person to possess unreasonable control over the 
manufacture of synthetic rubber or its component materials. 

National security 

The sale contract contains the same national security clause which 
was included in all the sales under Public Law 205 and the Baytown 
sale. The present demand for synthetic rubber, and the current plans 
which other concerns in the industry are making to increase their 
production, leave your committee with no question that the proposed 
sale will enhance the national security. 
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A plant in operation is a better assurance to the national security 
than a plant in standby. 
Fair share to small business at fair prices 

‘The appendix to the contract of sale contains the following 
stipulation: 


2. The purchaser will make available for sale at fair market prices to small- 
business enterprises (as defined in sec. 21 (h) of the act) in reasonably equal 
nT quantities, the following tonnages 









per year: 
a) 21,000 tons, when only 1 line ‘ote operation; 
b 51,000 on tons, aan 2 ines are in scacation? 
c) 81,000 long tons, when all 3 lines are in operation. 

This is a definite commitment, incorporated into the contract b 
section 17 of the contract. The amounts are clearly specified and will 
be made available to small businesses only. The amounts are sub- 
stantial, half the first line and almost three-fourths of the second and 
third lines. It is the fodapnent of your committee that tbis commit- 
ment is the most favorable of all those made under the disposal 
program, considering both the quantities involved and the definiteness 
of the commitment. 

Your committee is convinced that this contractual commitment will 
insure that small business will receive its specified share of production. 
This is demonstrated by the fact that the producers have more than 
met their commitments of 106,739 tons under the 1955 disposal pro- 
gram. In fact they have supplied 144,731 tons to small business dur- 
ing the period they have been operating the plants. 


Full fair value 

The sale price of $11 million clearly represents no less than full fair 
value for the plant and more than twice the present book value of 
$4,968,000. ‘The price is more than half of the cost of $18,398,000. 
The plant is almost 14 years old; it is dependent on Union Carbide & 
Carbon Corp. for its steam and water; it is not equipped to use the 





























up-to-date continuous production process or to make cold rubber; I 
and it is located far from the sources of cheap petroleum butadiene K 
and nearby sources of alcohol butadiene are expected to be more s 
expensive. cl 

Specific evidence that the sale price is not below full fair value is to bn 
be found in the fact that no bids whatever were received for the plant J 
during the disposal program under Public Law 205, and in the fact or 
that $11 million is substantially more than any other price offered su 
during free competitive bidding by 6 responsible and capable bidders. evi 
The highest bids submitted by the other firms were: $5,800,000; a 
$4,000,000; $2,700,000; $2,000,000; and $750,000. k 
A free competitive synthetic rubber industry sitr 

Your committee carefully considered whether the sale would con- side 
tribute to the development of a free competitive synthetic rubber able 
industry and concluded that it would. S 

The Disposal Commission recommended sale to Goodrich-Gulf, $ fron 
having decided that theirs was the only bid which satisfied the full J Gen 
fair value requirement of the statute, and requested the Attorney $ deci 
General to review it and to give the statutory opinion and findings. $ rub} 






The Attorney General took into consideration the obvious benefits 
to the rubber-consuming industry of the supply of rubber from this 
plant, a supply which would be of great benefit to small business, to 
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competition, and to the public. He also took into consideration the 
fact that other producers were expanding their capacity, and the fact 
that the purchase did not mean that other competition was decreased. 

Accordingly the Attorney General concluded that, under all the 
circumstances, the sale would best foster the development of a free 
competitive synthetic rubber industry, and did not violate the anti- 
trust laws. 

The Commission’s report contained a table showing the effect of the 
sale on the relative positions of firms in the industry: 








Including Institute and 
Percent Percent 

Original | Ist dis- with rn S 

Plant — posal | Baytown | thousand long tons ` 
capacity (total (total 8 
(long tons) SE capacity pma 
689,600 733,600) Long tons | Percent 

a TETAAN VOEN EE PISES P EN ETA TE ES. cn. vbeieenbes 122 311.2 

E a a oaa 90, 000 13.1 12.3 95 18.7 

American Synthetic. ...................... 44, 000 6.4 6.0 44 4.0 

CE ots chulsonithipaseagudecdsges 49, 000 7.1 6.7 61.3 5.6 

EEA eetere tee ieii (taole 17.7 189.9 17.4 

General Tire (new plant) ..............-..- a Be 40 3.7 

Goodyear: Akron" -f114,300 EA E (Ren } 18.6 15.6 149. 4 13.7 

PR cinddheadacisiniadcuvensuihsoncon 63, 000 9.1 8.6 116. 3 10.7 

i ek Gna obbnd eich den decedanibedeis vite 89, 000 12.9 12.1 289 28.2 

Texas-United States. .....................- 88, 000 12.8 12.0 118.8 10.9 

United States Rubber. ...................-. 22, 200 3.2 3.0 .2 2.0 

United Rubber & Chemical ............... GA, COD No ddoinesices 6.0 4 4.0 

aaia iaai 895, 000 | iind | chia waited gotti ss 


1 Goodrich-Gulf plus Institute equals 217,000 long tons or 19.9 percent. 

? Shell has announced that capacity will be “materially increased” but assigned no figures to the expan- 
sion. In the absence of a specific figure, no expansion could be reflected in the table. The effect of this 
expansion will be to reduce all other percentages. 


The table shows that by the time all three lines are operating at 
Institute, Goodrich-Gulf will have 19.9 percent of the industry’s 
capacity. This is not substantially greater than the 18.8 percent 
share of Firestone in the original disposal. Judge Barnes made it 
clear to the committee that tendencies to monopoly, and undue or 
unreasonable concentrations of economic power, cannot be judged 
by mathematical formulas. The simple statement that 25.2 percent 
or 19.9 percent is greater than 18.8 percent is not conclusive, or even 
substantial, evidence that this sale will result in greater harm, or 
even as much harm, to competition in the synthetic rubber industry 
as the original 18.8 percent irestone share. 

The entrance of United Rubber & Chemical Co. into the industry 
at the Baytown plant changes the situation substantially from the 
situation when the disposal under Public Law 205 was being con- 
sidered. This firm is producing a large volume of rubber, all avail- 
able for the open market because it consumes no rubber. 

Still further broadening of the base of competition may be expected 
from the new fully integrated synthetic rubber plant which the 
General Tire & Rubber Co. and the El Paso Natural Gas Co. have 
decided to build. This will provide an additional 40,000 tons of 
tubber a year. 

It must also be recognized that disapproval of this sale will not neces- 
sarily keep Goodrich-Gulf from expanding its capacity to 20 percent, 


ail 





6 DISPOSAL OF INSTITUTE, W. VA., RUBBER PLANT 


or even 30 percent, of the industry. Goodrich-Gulf is free under the 
Clayton Act to build a new plant or to expand its Port Neches plant, 
at least so long as its capacity does not rise to a position of monopoly 
under the Sherman Act. Accordingly, at best disapproval of this sale 
would be little or no protection against an increase in capacity by 
Goodrich-Gulf. 

After careful consideration of these factors, and the arguments urged 
in favor of the resolution, your committee reached the conclusion that 
the public interest would Dost be served by approval of the proposed 

e, 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Your committee wishes to commend the Disposal Commission. The 
Commission and its staff haye performed an outstanding public serv- 
ice... The task has not been an easy one. A complex industry, built 
and run by the Government for more than 10 years, has been trans- 
ferred to private hands, and is now contributing greatly to the national 
economy. The financial returns to the taxpayer far exceed virtually 
all other disposal programs. ‘The task has been carried out in the 
pene spirit of fairness, honesty, and devotion to Government. Care- 
ful attention has been paid to the needs of small business and to the 
competitive situation. 

Your committee wishes to commend the Attorney General and his 
staff for keeping the committee fully informed about all aspects of 
competition, or lack of competition, in the synthetic rubber industry, 
including yar mage the extent to which small businesses are re- 
ceiving a fair share of the end products at fair prices. The annual 
reports of the Attorney General should inform the Con fully of 

developments in this field. These reports should make all recom- 
mendations for legislative changes which the Attorney General finds 
necessary or desirable to accomplish the purposes of the Disposal Act. 

The committee also wishes to commend the new synthetic rubber 
industry for the way in which it has taken on the task of providing 
the vast quantities of rubber which American industry and the public 
have required. The success with which these companies have carried 
out their commitments to small business, and their policy of refraining 
from increasing prices, in a time of shortages, are also to be com- 
mended. These actions on the part of the concerns now carrying the 
burden of supplying rubber to the country have justified the decision 
to put the synthetic rubber industry into private hands. Your com- 
mittee looks with confidence for continuance of the present free 
competitive situation, | 








MINORITY VIEWS 


We oppose the sale of the Institute, W. Va., synthetic rubber plant 
to Goodrich-Gulf because, as the Attorney General himself has said, 
it will ‘““* * * not best foster the development of a free competi- 
tive synthetic rubber industry.” 

If this sale is permitted, the four largest rubber companies will 
control two-thirds of the entire productive capacity of the synthetic 
rubber industry. These four companies are: (1) B. F. Goodrich Corp., 
through its 50-percent ownership of Goodrich-Gulf; (2) Firestone Tire 
& Rubber Co.; (3) Goodyear Rubber Co., through its subsidiary, 
Goodyear Synthetic Rubber Co.; and (4) United States Rubber Co. 
which owns half of Texas-United States Chemical Corp. 

The control of these four companies over the vast bulk of the syn- 
thetic rubber industry will have been achieved by payment of ridicu- 
lously low prices to the Government which built them. The impact of 
this upon the citizens of this Nation is twofold. As taxpayers they 
suffer from the low prices paid to the Government, and, as consumers, 
they will ultimately suffer from a concentration of power among the 
big rubber-producing companies. 

The synthetic rubber plants, which were sold last year, returned to 
the Government $81% million in the 10-month period prior to their 
sale, They returned an average of $66 million a year for the 5 years 
before the sale. At this rate, the receipts from these operations would 
exceed the total sales price of $275 million in 4 or 5 years. 

Big business has enough natural advantages without Government 
policies heaping windfall bargains on them. 

We cannot reverse the unwise sales of last year. We opposed them 
at the time they were before the Senate for consideration. Neverthe- 
less, we here vigorously oppose compounding that error. We need not 
permit a further concentration of control over the synthetic rubber 
industry by the four big rubber companies. 

It should be made clear that we want the Institute plant in opera- 
tion by a private concern. As was the case with our opposition to the 
general program, we favor private ownership and operation of all 
synthetic rubber plants. Production at the nstitute facility would 
be especially advantageous since it would not only add to the supply 
of synthetic rubber for the consuming public but also provide employ- 
ment in an area desperately in need of it. But we should not, like 
Esau, sell a birthright for pottage of lentils. Our birthright is com- 
petition and it-is priceless. 

The Disposal Commission recommended the sale to Goodrich- 
Gulf on the basis that there were no alternatives. This is not true. 
There were other bidders, and we are confident that if the Senate dis- 
approves this proposal, there would again be other bidders. 

r purpose in opposing the sale is to permit new bids very quickly 
so that the Institute plant can be operated without cutting down 
further on competition in the industry. 
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The Disposal Commission argued that only Goodrich-Gulf bid as 
much as the “full fair market value” of the plant, and thus no other 
bidders could be considered. Actually, however, the Commission 
never made a finding of what constituted “full fair value” in its report. 
After the first bids were received, it took the highest bid, that of 
Goodrich-Gulf for $9,500,000, and told all bidders that it would not 
recommend any sale at less than this figure. It seems highly ques- 
tionable for the Commission to adopt the bid of such a dominant 
industry leader as Goodrich-Gulf and declare that to be the minimum 
price it would consider. 

While obtaining “full fair value” is one of the criteria in the law 
authorizing the sale, it is not the only one. Others are that the sale 
should “‘* * * foster a free competitive synthetic rubber industry,” 
and the Attorney General was to make a finding as to whether a sale 
‘‘* * * will violate the antitrust laws.” 

- Apparently proceeding on the basis that section 7 of the Clayton 
(Antitrust) Act applies only to transactions between two corporations 
Seen to acquisitions from the Government, the Attorney General 
stated: 

. In order, however, to permit the Congress to have the final determination, as 
the law anticipates, I set forth the considerations hereinabove mentioned, and 
am willing to, and do, express the opinion that the proposed disposal of the 
Institute plant to Goodrich-Gulf would not violate section 7 of the layton Act. 

We strongly disagree with this extremely narrow interpretation. 
The only poasine urpose to be served by the inclusion of this require- 
ment in the Synthetic Rubber Disposal Act was to apply it to sales 
by the Government under the Act. 

These criteria were of equal importance. The Commission sacri- 
ficed the standard of ‘‘fostering competition,” thereby permitting one 
company, Goodrich-Gulf, to control over one-fourth of the present 
capacity of the industry. Even after planned expansion in the 
industry, Goodrich-Gulf would still control one-fifth of the total. It 
was mainly for this reason that the Attorney General stated in his 
letter to the Commission: 
that a sale of that plant to Goodrich-Gulf * * * would not best foster the 
development of a free competitive synthetic rubber industry. 

As a matter of fact, the Attorney General went even further and 
stated that— 
were this a private transaction rather than a sale by the Government subject to 
the review of the Congress, I would probably request a Federal court to enjoin 
consummation pending a determination of legality by the court under section 7 
of the Clayton Act. 

Both the Department of Justice and the Chairman of the Federal 
Trade Commission stated that the sale would make a significant 
increase in the economic power of Goodrich-Gulf and that sale to a 
new firm would be preferable from the point of view of free competi- 
tion. Their reason was that a new producer would (a) provide a 
new competition and (6) not increase the power of Goodrich-Gulf. 

They raised the point that the new production brought about b 
its operation of the Institute plant would help competition by provid- 
ing more synthetic rubber. Actually, however, the reverse is true. 
The president of Goodrich-Gulf testified that that company would 
expand its capacity at its plant’ at Port Neches, Tex., if it did not get 
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the Institute plant. Thus, had Institute been sold to a different bidder, 
the result would have been a net of more production than will be the 
case with Goodrich-Gulf operating the Institute facility. 

While we level no charges at Goodrich-Gulf, it is nevertheless 
advantageous for them to buy the Institute plant since it will enable 
them to expand and, at the same time prevent an additional competitor 
and additional competing production of synthetic rubber. 

Thus not only does the sale of Institute to Goodrich-Gulf not 
“foster” competition—it will be downright harmful to competition. 

Let it be crystal clear that neither the Attorney General nor the 
Disposal Commission has made a determination that the $5 to $7 
million additional price received by the sale outweighs the harmful 
effects on competition of the sale of the Institute plant to Goodrich- 
Gulf. The Commission carefully confined its efforts to deciding that 
only Goodrich-Gulf had submitted a bid of full fair value, and left the 
competitive problems to the Department of Justice. In his formal 
opinion the Attorney General only considered the proposed sale to 
Goodrich-Gulf (and even at that, his conclusion amounted in sub- 
stance to passing the responsibility to Congress); he did not weigh 
the disadvantages of this sale against the added price received by 
taking Goodrich-Gulf’s offer instead of the second highest. 

We hope that the Senate will pass Senate Resolution 197 in order 
to permit new bids to be made. We regret the necessity for enacting 
legislation permitting new bids, since this will cause a faw months 
delay in getting the Institute plant into operation. But the refusal 
of the Department of Justice to take a position on the Goodrich-Gulf 
bid as compared with other bids, and the arbitrary adoption by the 
Disposal Commission of the Goodrich-Gulf bid of $9,500,000 as the 
minimum amount at which they would recommend sale, makes this 
necessary. 

Congress has enacted the antitrust laws and is firmly committed to 
the principle of competition as rules for private enterprise. We be- 
lieve we should apply the same standards to Government sales to 
private business. In fact, Government sales should be in furtherance 
of these policies rather than in opposition to them. 


J. W. FULBRIGHT. 
JOHN SPARKMAN. 
Paut H. Dovauas. 
HERBERT H. LEHMAN. 
Wayne MORSE. 





SEPARATE MINORITY VIEW OF SENATOR 
MONRONEY 


I favor passage of Senate Resolution 197 which would mop the sale 
of the Institute, W. Va., synthetic rubber plant to the Goodrich- 
Gulf Corp., because this sale would result in an increase in the con- 
centration of economic power in the synthetic rubber industry. 
However, I favor the sale of the Institute facility to a private concern 
as quickly as possible so that the plant can be placed in production. 
Any sale, however, should not result in an increase of concentration 
of power of the big four rubber companies. 
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